It has already been established that Jeffrey C. Alexander is an influential scholar. In previous reviews of his work, he has been described as a 'leading figure' (Eyerman, 2004: 25) in contemporary social theory and hailed as the 'pioneer' (Lynch & Sheldon, 2013: 1) of a new sociological approach with a distinctive theoretical agenda. His interventions have been recognized as groundbreaking whether they are credited with "turning the discipline [of sociology] on its feet" (Cordero, Carballo & Ossandón, 2008: 523) , or characterized as 'refounding' American Sociology through internal transformation (Kurasawa, 2004: 53) . His imprint on the strong program in cultural sociology is so recognizable that it is sometimes called the 'Alexander School' (Emirbayer, 2004: 5) or the 'Alexander group' (Inglis, Blaikie & Wagner-Pacifici, 2007: 10) . My aim in this paper is not to contest these claims; the accolades, awards and titles Alexander has accumulated over the years provide irrefutable empirical evidence of his reputation and standing. Rather, my argument is that the case has been understated, and that Alexander is becoming an iconic intellectual.
According to Bartmanski (2012) , intellectuals are said to be 'iconic' when they have a lasting, widespread and irreversible impact. They are identified as 'foundational' because of the galvanizing effect of their ideas rather than the gatekeeping function they might have performed in their professional capacity. Following Bartmanski (2012) de janeiro, v.09.01: 275 -281, jan.-apr., 2019 the performative power of ideas: jeffrey alexander as an iconic intellectual ditions, opportunity structures, academic habitus, or network advantage. Instead, I will offer a look inside iconization. As a long-term member of the 'Alexander group,' I have witnessed the charisma process by observing the development of Alexander's social authority and participating in countless events where he displayed his distinctive performative style. After discussing the history of the strong program from an insider's point of view, I will conclude by considering its future and some of the challenges that lie ahead. The off-campus location also reinforced the group's sense of oppositional identity and the importance of our endeavor. It was not a secret society, but it was 'underground' for all intents and purposes, and the main condition of membership was 'being sufficiently cultural.'
The first item in my course reader for 'Cultural Sociology 204' explained what 'being cultural' meant. It was a typescript essay called "The Strong Program in Cultural Theory: Elements of a Structural Hermeneutics," and it would be published three years later under a slightly different title (Alexander & Smith, 2003 ). This manifesto not only stated the theoretical commitments to which I would pledge allegiance; it also provided an origin story for the strong program that encoded the sacred and profane in the discipline and articulated the reformation project into which I was enlisted. Our quest was noble because it could be traced to each of the founding figures of the discipline: the humanism in Marx's early writings, the interpretive approach in Weber's religious sociology, and the emphasis on the symbolic dimension of modern society in Durkheim's later works. Mainstream sociologists who were 'culturally unmusical' (Alexander & Smith, 2003: 15) could be forgiven for their ignorance, but not the advocates of the 'sociology of culture.' These false prophets and their weak 277 research record | lisa mccormick programs had to be exposed; Bourdieu, the Birmingham School and the production perspective were peddling reductionist explanations that obscured the role of culture and dodged the vital theoretical issues. To counter their polluting influence, the strong program had assembled the "resources of ideational 'purity'" (Bartmanski, 2012: 431) by recovering the hermeneutic project started by Geertz, Sahlins and Ricoeur. We took courage in the knowledge that steps towards a "bona fide strong program" (Alexander & Smith, 2003: 21) Whatever the occasion, Alexander's improvised theorizing was as stimulating and complex as his written prose; frequently he would pause mid-thought to insert what felt like a footnote, and even these would involve several layers of parentheses within parentheses. He would not pick sides in debates but identify the deeper reasons why they emerged in the first place, focusing attention on more fundamental issues. Leaning back with his hands folded behind his head, he could trace the threads of logic in an argument and unfold their implications in the way that the great chess players operate several moves ahead of the game in play. His intellect was even more intimidating because he controlled the atmosphere of the room with humor and wit; his challenges were often delivered in American 'straight talk' and provocative questions were posed with an impish smile. For the students who had taken the leap of faith and followed him East, he had become as much a totemic figure as an advisor, and we were eager to demonstrate that we could meet the high standards he had set for academic discussion. Our fledgling thoughts were subjected to the same degree of scrutiny as the most distinguished guests, and we learned to brace ourselves for his incisive interventions following our contributions.
At the CCS, the 'charisma process' (Bartmanski, 2012: 431) entered another stage. Alexander's live performances of intellectual bravura were regularly attended by an audience that extended beyond the immediate circle of the converted. As a student, it was both daunting and inspiring to be situated at the cutting edge, critiquing research before it had even entered the literature. Another issue cultural sociologists should consider is the optimism often implied in arguments concerning meaning, the sacred, the civil sphere and enchantment in contemporary social life. This is not to suggest that scholars working in the strong program have shied away from studying disasters, horrors, injustice and crises, or that they have sidestepped the problems of power, inequality and incivility, either empirically or theoretically. Neither am I refut-279 research record | lisa mccormick ing Holmes (2016) by insisting that sociology must be a pessimistic endeavor.
My point is that cultural sociologists must resist the tendency for more difficult topics to be cordoned off in their own separate strand of research, and that we must be more careful about selecting cases that can appear to guarantee a positive narrative trajectory. To put it differently, cultural sociology should continue studying the "stars of the social universe" (Alexander, Bartmanski & Giesen, 2012: 7) but also explain how some stars transform into black holes.
Alexander has already pointed us in the right direction with The Dark Side of Modernity (Alexander, 2013) , but his insight regarding the intertwining of good and evil is ripe for further development and wider application.
I raise these issues with my fellow cultural sociologists not only because they could further refine the strong program and yield significant research; they are also increasingly urgent matters given recent developments in the 
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